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THE STOIC USE OF AEHI2 AND <S>PA2I2 
By Ralph Hermon Tukey 

In his discussion of the rhetorical theory of the Stoics (De Stoi- 
corum Studiis Rhetoricis, Breslauer philologische Abhandlung, Vol. I) 
Francis Striller has atttemped to show that the Stoics gave to the 
word Xe'J « a different meaning from what it had in the writings of 
the Peripatetics — that among the Stoics it was uniformly used in 
sense of "word" and consequently was sharply differentiated in 
meaning from cppdaif, which was used to denote expression as a 
whole. As an illustration of this distinction in the use of the two 
terms he quotes the Stoic list of the qualities of style given in 
Diogenes Laertius' Life ofZeno (Diog. Laer. vii. 40. 59, quoted below) 
where <f>pdais is used in the definition of 'EWrfvia/uh, and Xe'ft? 
in the definition of the other qualities. Recent writers on rhetorical 
subjects, and notably Smiley in his dissertation on Latinitas and 
'EWijwoyto? (Bull, of the University of Wisconsin, No. 143), have 
accepted Striller's conclusions and have used this passage in support 
of a theory that the Stoics used the word 'E\\r)via-fuk as a general 
term to include all the desirable qualities of style and to designate 
the goal of all of their rhetorical practice and theory. The study 
of the use of A.e'£t9 and <f>pd<n<; in the writings of Dionysius of Hali- 
carnassus has led me to doubt the accuracy of Striller's conclusions 
and to deem it worth while to examine anew the evidence upon which 
they are based. 

A considerable portion of the material that is pertinent to such 
an investigation is found in the above-mentioned Life of Zeno by 
Diogenes Laertius, sections 56-60. These sections form a part of a 
larger passage in which he gives a brief statement of the Stoic teach- 
ing in the various fields o ( knowledge. The whole account is largely 
in the form of definitions and distinctions in the use of related terms, 
and is derived confessedly from several distinct sources. However, 
to the compiler at least, it must represent a tolerably consistent 
treatment of the subjects under discussion, koivjj 8e -repl irdvrav 
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t£>v arcoixcov Boyfidrcov ISo£e' p.01 iv rq> Ztfvwvos elirelv film, Bia to 
tovtov ktutttiv yeve&Oai ttj9 alpecrew; . ... to, Be Soyfiara koivSk 
icrri rdSe, vii. 32.38. 

The corner-stone of Striller's argument is the definition of Xe'£t? 
which is here attributed to Diogenes of Babylon: Xe'fi? Se icrriv, 
eo? <f>r)cn 6 A.ioyevi]s, <f>wvr) eyypdp,p,a,To<;, olov 'H/iepa, loc. cit. vii. 
38. 56. From this it is an easy and apparently safe inference that to 
the Stoics \e'£(? meant a single word. For this assumption he finds 
further support in the fact that, while the Peripatetics, e.g., Theo- 
phrastus and Eudemus, used the title Uepl Xe'^ew, the Stoics, Zeno 
and Chrysippus, used the title Hepl \e£e<ov, i.e., "concerning words." 
Striller then very properly shows that these Stoic works were largely 
concerned with defining and distinguishing similar terms. At this 
point, however, he inadvertently introduces evidence that contra- 
dicts his own contention as to the Stoic usage of this term. In order 
to show the nature of the contents of the Stoic works just mentioned, 
he refers to the Uepl Xe'f©? (sic) of Poseidonius, quoting from that 
work the distinction between 7roir)p.a and 7rot»?<7i? as given in Diog. 
Laer. vii. 41. 60, iroirifia Be eo-Tiv, <b? 6 Hoo-eiBdtvio? <f>r)criv iv ttj Hepl 
Xe'^eco? elcraycoyrj, Xe£t? ep.p.eTpo<; ■% evpvQfios fiera o-Kevrji to XoyoeiBe? 
eicfieftrjKvia,- to evpvOfiov B'elvai to 

Fata ixeyio-TT] ical Ato? aWr)p. 

TroiTjaK Be ean a7}p,avTUcbv iroir)p,a, fiifirjaiv irepte^ov deimv Kal 
avOpanretrnv. Here are two instances of the use of Xe'£t? by a Stoic 
writer that demand explanation. How does it happen that the title 
of Poseidonius' work reads Uepl Xe£ea>? instead of Uepl \4%ea>vf. 
Surely Xe£i? cannot be interpreted here as meaning "word." Even 
more difficult is the task of harmonizing such a definition of Xefts 
with the other use of the term in the passage quoted, -n-otyfia Be 
eo-n .... Xe'£i? ep.p,eTpo<s $ evpv0p,o<;, kt\. What sort of a word 
would be evpv6p.o<:1 If iroirjfia is restricted to a single word, 
does it not follow from the definition that irolrfo-K has the same 
limitation ? 

Let us now return to the Stoic definition of Xe'£t?, which we have 
already quoted, Xe'ft? Be eanv kolto, toxk Stgh/cow, o>? (prjai 6 
Atoyevi)<;, <pa>vr) iyypdfip.a.Tos, olov 'Hpepa. Xo'709 Se eVrt <pa>vr) 
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(TTjfiavriKr) airb Biavoiat iKTrefiirofievr), olov 'H/iepa ecrri. Evidently 
it is the example that has given rise to the notion that Xeft? is 
here restricted to a single word. There is no such limitation 
in the formal definition. The presence of (fxovjj in the singular 
number as a predicate appositive is not to be taken as evidence for 
such a restriction, because it also appears in the same way in the 
definition of \070s. In fact, the only distinction between Xeft? 
and Xo'70? that is suggested by the definitions themselves is qualita- 
tive rather than quantitative. This distinction is expressly stated 
in the succeeding section: Xefi? Be \6yov Biafiepei, on X070S ael 
(irj /j,avTCKO<; iari, Xe£t? Se ical aaij/iavros &>? 77 /3\irvpi, Xo'70? Be 
ovBa/j-m. Aegis then according to the Stoic definition is speech 
without regard to its content, i.e., it may or may not convey meaning. 
It is speech viewed from its formal side, be it a single word or a group 
of words. Ao'70? is speech considered as a medium for conveying 
thought. So too Troirjpa. is metrical speech viewed from its formal 
side, and 71-04770-4? is metrical speech conveying a certain content of 
meaning. It is at once apparent that by taking these terms at their 
minimum limits a quantitative distinction may also be drawn. Thus 
irolrjfia will then mean a single line of poetry and iroirjo-^ a complete 
poem; in like manner Xe'£t? will mean a single word and Xo'yo? a 
complete sentence. Such in fact is the author's use of the two terms 
in the definition of barbarism and solecism: 6 Be fiapftapio-iibs e'« 
to)i> kcikl&v Xeft? eorl irapa to e#o? tS>v evBatp.ovovvr(ov ' EXXtjwiW. 
o-o\oi/cio-fib<; Be ean Xo'70? a,KaraW')j\(o<! o-vvreray fievo*} f loc. cit. 40. 
59. But this limitation of meaning does not apply to the use of 
Xe'£t? in the definition of irolvp-a, nor to the use of iroCnp-a in the 
definition of 7ro 4770-4?. In both of these cases the words are free from 
all quantitive restrictions. 

With this extension of the meaning of Xeft? we still leave its use 
in the title TLepl Xefew? outside of the limits of our definition. For 
the Xe'ft? that we have defined is a concrete <f>a>vrj, be it one word 
or more, while Xe'fft? as used in the title evidently denotes expression 
in the abstract, i.e., the use of words. That the Stoics felt no incon- 
venience in such a twofold use of a single term is well illustrated by 
the definition of StaXe«ro? in this same passage (loc. cit. vii. 38. 56.) : 
BtdXeKTOS Be eo-riv Xe'ft? Ke-^apayp.evrj eOviiccos re ical ' EWvvik(o<: 
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?) Xe'£t? TroTcnrrj, tovt£ctti iroia icaTti SidXeicrov, olov Kara fiev 
tt)v 'ArdcSa, ddXarra, Kara 8& ttjv TaSa, 'Hpepr). Here StaXe/ero? 
in the first instance means a dialectical form, and in the second 
dialectical usage. The first is concrete, the second is abstract. In 
like manner Herodian entitled one of his works Hepl /lovr/pows 
Xegew, using Xe%i<; abstractly, but began its opening sentence 
with tS>v Xelfecov at fiev trXrjOovcri icad' o/iotoV^TO, at Se ov, where 
Xegewv is used concretely to denote "words." 

Inasmuch as the study of grammar was largely developed among 
the Stoics, it is quite probable that they were the first to use Xe'ft? 
in the sense of "word" — in order to avoid the ambiguity in the use 
of ovofj.a, which otherwise denoted both "noun" and "word." 
Moreover it is not unlikely that some Stoics used Xe£t? in that sense 
alone, employing <ppdai<; to express the corresponding abstract mean- 
ing. But the assertion that the Stoics as a class used Xe'fi? only 
in the sense of "word" is not supported even by the evidence 
presented by Striller himself. 

Qpaais as a rhetorical term seems to have been of Stoic origin, 
and may well have been introduced into their vocabulary in connec- 
tion with the adoption of Xe'fw to denote "word." It is not used 
by Aristotle, Anaximenes, or Demetrius, and appears in Dionysius 
principally in phrases that suggest Stoic influence. From its use 
with certain adjectives it would appear that it came into the vocabu- 
lary of Dionysius (or of his source) in the technical expressions, 
Kvpia (ppdais and rpoiriicr) <f>pdac<;. While the distinction between 
simple and metaphorical language was not the invention of the 
Stoics, it is natural that they should give to it greater emphasis in 
their rhetorical works and that for this reason their terminology 
should be accepted by non-Stoic writers. 

In the list of the qualities of style given in Diogenes Laertius, to 
which reference was made at the beginning of the article, (f>pdcn<; is 
used in the definition of 'E\\j;w<7/xo'?, and Xeft? in the definition 
of the other qualities: aperal 8e Xoyov elal irevre 'EXX^woyw'?, 
<ra<f>-r)veia, awroftiay irpeirov, Kcnaaicevr). 'EXXtjvmt fibs ft,ev ovv eoTt 
ippdcrfi a8ta7TTG>TO? ev rrj Teyyuc-Q iea\ fit) elicala crvv-qdela. aa^rjveca 
Se icrri Xe'|;i? <yvcop(/j.(o<: Trapiarayaa to voov//,evov. avvrofAia Se iari 
Xe£t? avrd ra avwyicala irepiexovaa irp6<s hrfXwcnv tov irpdy/MaTO<s. 
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irphrov Be €(tti Xe£« ol/ceia t5> 7rpdyp,aTi. KaracrtcevT} Be ecrri Xe£t? 
e/cTre<pevyvia rbu IBicdtut/aov. Striller, assuming that the presence 
of the two different terms <f>pdo-i<i and Xefi? was due to a desire 
on the part of the author of the definitions to indicate a funda- 
mental difference between 'EXX^wo-/to? and the other qualities, 
states that 'EXX?7wa>io'? was concerned with expression as a whole, 
while the other qualities had to do with single words. Smiley fol- 
lows him in differentiating between (frpdo-is and Xe£t?, but makes 
EXX7;w(7/to? include all of the other qualities here mentioned. 
Against the latter assertion it is sufficient to call attention to the 
fact that the author has taken pains to state that there are five 
qualities, not one with four subdivisions, nor four that make a single 
composite. Whatever may be the teachings of the Stoics elsewhere, 
the writer of this paragraph, for the time being at any rate, had five 
separate qualities in mind, of which 'EXX^wo-^o? was only one. 

There still remains the possibility that 'EXX77M0710'? was thought 
of as being more comprehensive in its scope than the other qualities 
and that the two terms were used as we find them later in the writers 
on figures of speech: viz., fado-is referring to a group of words and 
Xe'£t? to a single word. There is no question but that in an appropri- 
ate context Xe'£i? may mean a single word, or the use of a single word, 
but to give it such a meaning in the definition of avvTopla, for 
example, is absurd. It were better even to reverse the distinction 
between (f>pdaK and Xetjis, and to argue that their presence was 
indicative of the fact that 'EWrjvccrpJ'i is concerned with single words 
— a thesis for which considerable support might be found — while 
<Tvvrop,ia and the other qualities are concerned with groups of words. 
But it is evident that Diogenes Laertius did not understand that 
any distinction whatever had been intended in the use of the two 
terms. For otherwise he would have prepared the reader by giving 
a formal definition setting forth the difference between them. Such, 
at least, is his practice elsewhere in this passage. He has already 
distinguished Xe£i? from Xo'70? and 4>ovij (loc. cit. 38. 57), but he 
gives no hint of any distinction between (ppdcrv; and Xe'£t?. More- 
over where it is essential for him to make the distinction that Striller 
seeks to find here, we have not </>joa<rt? but Xo'70? contrasted with 
Xe£t5, as in the definition of barbarism and solecism, which was 
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quoted above. The presence of (ppdais in the passage under dis- 
cussion may be explained without assuming any distinction in mean- 
ing between the two terms. 'E\\i;i>w/«fc as a rhetorical term is 
undoubtedly of Stoic origin and consequently received its first formal 
definition from Stoic teachers. The other qualities of style had 
already been defined by the Peripatetics. In the definitions before 
us the original terminology has persisted in each case. <}>pd<m and 
Xeft? are here equivalent terms, but are derived from separate 
sources. 

William Jewell College 



